U.S. Patent Application No. 10/680,735 

Amendment dated June 1, 2007 

Reply to Final Office Action of April 4, 2007 

Remarks/Arguments 

This is in response to the Office Action of April 4, 2007. No claims were 
cancelled and claims were added. No new matter was introduced by way of these 
amendments. Support for the amendments is found in the specification as-filed, and 
in particular, pages 7-10, among other pages and figures. Claims 1, 3-9 and 21-29 are 
pending after entry of this amendment. No new claim fees are necessitated by this 
amendment. 

The Applicants appreciate the Examiner's explanation of his reasoning regarding 
the last response by the Applicants and regarding the reasoning of "allowable subject 
matter". Based on the Applicants' clarified understanding of the Office's position in 
the reason for would be allowance, the Applicants have decided to more clearly recite 
certain features directly in the claims. 

Claim Ob jections 

The Office has objected to claims 21 due to a missing word in the claim. 
Claim 21 has been corrected to overcome the objection. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 112 1 st Paragraph : 

The Office has rejected claims 1, 3-9 and 21-29 under 35 U.S.C. § 112 1 st 
Paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. 

Claims 1 and 21 have been amended to overcome the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 112 1st Paragraph. 
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Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 112 2 nd Paragraph : 

The Office has rejected claims 1, 3-9 and 21-29 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 2 ng 
Paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim 
the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1 and 21 have been amended to overcome the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 112 2nd Paragraph. 

Allowable Sub ject Matter 

The Office has asserted that claims 1 ,3-9 and 2 1 -29 would be allowable if 
rewritten or amended to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 1 st and 2 nd 
paragraphs, set for the in the Office Action mailed on April 4, 2007. The Applicants 
thank the Examiner for pointing out the allowable subject matter. 

The Applicants respectfully submit that claims 1 and 21 have been amended to 
overcome 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 1 st and 2 nd paragraphs. 

Amended claim 1 is directed to a computer program embodied on a computer 
readable medium for abstracting physical devices interfaced with a telematics system 
in which a logical device code segment is defined for the particular type of 
dimensional control , thus the logical device code segment provides the application 
code segment a capability to communicate with a plurality of physical devices, so 
long as each of the physical devices has device data with the particular type of 
dimensional control. 

The Office in the Office Action mailed on April 4, 2007, Page 10 lines 17-18 
specify that Arato does not teach or suggest the user of dimension controls as the 
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physical devices . Furthermore, the Office Action in page 1 1 lines 3-4 specify that 
Murray does not teach or suggest the logical device code segment as claims and the 
user of dimensional controls as the physical devices . 

Amended claim 21 is directed to the logical device control being 
defined to control a particular dimensional manipulation and the application 
communicating the particular dimensional manipulation to the logical device control 
without regard to a type of the physical device , wherein the logical device control 
communicates with the device data associated with the particular dimensional 
manipulation, and the logical device control communicates with a plurality of 
physical devices having device data associated with the particular dimensional 
manipulation. 

The Office in the Office Action mailed on April 4, 2007, Page 12 lines 3-4 
specifies that Arato does not teach or suggest the user of dimensional manipulation of 
the physical devices . The Office Action, Page 12 lines 1 1-13 also specifies that 
Murray does not teach or suggest the logical device code segment as claims and the 
use of dimensional manipulations of the physical devises . 

As now claimed, the physical device code segment obtains the device data from 
the particular type of physical device. Notice that Figure 1 of Arato defines a one 
way system , that takes input from the physical devices, and then feeds the information 
forward to specifically defined modules. These modules (network services) feed to 
the JMatos services. These services of Arato are custom designed for each physical 
device, and thus, the functionally of the logical device code segment would not be 
needed, and in fact, would prevent access to Arato's devices. 
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Still further, the logical device code segment, as amended, receives the device 
data from the physical device code segment and identifies the device data for 
interfacing with the particular type of dimensional control. 

New claim 21 also incorporates similar aspects of claim 1, and thus, it is 
submitted that the cited ait of record fails to teach or suggest the now claimed 
invention. The new dependent claims mirror the original dependent claims, and are 
thus submitted to be patentable for at least the same reasons the independent claims 
are believed to be patentable. 

The Applicants respectfully submit that all of the pending claims are in 
condition for allowance. Accordingly, a notice of allowance is respectfully requested. 

If the Examiner has any questions concerning the present Amendment, the 
Examiner is kindly requested to contact Rajeev Madnawat at (408) 774-6927. If any 
additional fees are due in connection with filing this Amendment, the Commissioner 
is also authorized to charge Deposit Account No. 50-0805 (Order No. SUNMP152). 
A duplicate copy of the transmittal is enclosed for this purpose. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Martine Penilla & Gencarella, LLP 

7 A.ffeA : ,2; 

Rajeev Madnawat, Esq. 
Reg. No. 57,190 

710 Lakeway Drive, Suite 200 
Sunnyvale, CA 94085 
Telephone (408) 774-6927 
Facsimile (408) 749-6901 
Customer No. 32291 



